
Applying the IDT’s Alternatives.
.Against the Solution Principles

The following outlines factors that could be considered in. comparing the.Interagency
Development Team’s 0DT) alternatives 1~ 2, & 3 against the Solution Principles.

..... Reduce Conflicts in the System                    : .

Widl the alternative ~ reduce ~onflicts among beneficial uses of water.

Fisheries and diversions ....... : ...... : ......... :_,_~=_?.~..,.: .....................
.The common programs all help reduce the conflict in all three alternatives by_.. ÷.      , . -.
~mt~o .vements for fish such as: ¯ . ............... : ......

Ha~--itat       ¯" ......... -. "

-Levee Associated Habitat. ’
" .............

Alternative 1 sligi~tly reduces the co~ltict with n~0’ fish s~ at the South Dvlta ..................¯ ...........
¯ p~mps and in~eas~ ~apa~ity t~ m~ag, p~. pingt~ r~l~ fisheries impa~t~. " ...............-- .............

AR~r~ve 2 wi~ the So~th D~ltaimml~ing features, with major ~ha~l imPr~vement~ -=-

increase pumping, management and ~. for salmonl... " .... . .....

Altern..ative 3 .with the same South Delta pumping features as alternatives 1 and 2, plus .... ’ .... : "
an i.~lated facility wl~¢h reduces the ~xport diver~io~ in the S0u~ Delta ab~t .80
Percent, significantly reduces the.diversion effecis on fisheries over Alternatives 1 and 2.

¯ and water supply in the Delta improvements such as: ’
-Improved enViroumental conditions ~nd reduced conflict with.fishedes.

-Improved levee conditions and emergency response      _ .........
"     . -Improved water us~ efficiency.
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Alternative I with existing channels will slightly improve in-Delta and export water
quality by reducing concentrations of TDS, Bromides and TOC’s..

Alternative 2 which produces a greater cross Delta flow from the Sacramento River to
the South Delta pumps, lowers salinity levels in the Central and- south Delta, reduces TDS,
Bromides and TOC’s at the SWP/CVP and Contra Costa intakes.

Alternative 3 ~provides a direct connection of the SWP/CVP to the better water quality in
.0 the Sacramento River,.but provides less flow across the Delta which results in increased

salinifies in the SouthDelta. At the Contra Costa intakeat rock slough the TDS,
Bromides, and TOCswill remain about the same as the existing conditibn (unl .ess a direct
¯ connection is made from the Contra Costa intake to the isolated facifity)~

Overall staff assessment:
Alternative 3 provides the greatest opportunities to reduce e ~et.-. :==~÷~i~:~.:.~:~=~-~

Doe~ the alternai~ve focus on solving probiems in all problem are~? ¯ ’

With each alternative incorporating all four cbmmon programs and s~orage and conveyance ... ¯
options,, all alternatives address some portion of all objectives. All alternatives include the four..:
common programs and the same storage options. Each alternative.also includes new fish screens
and.the ability of the South, Delta export pumps to operate at full capacity.                 ’

Alternative 1 .....

) Some improvement on South Delta export diversions impacts, on fisheries.
¯ Minor or no improvement on Delta flow circulation.

¯ ¯ Little improvement on the ability to transfer water.
¯ Minor improvement to in-Delta~ and export water qualit~~
¯ Some improvement ofi operational flexibility ¯ ¯

¯ I I II

Overall staff assessment;                       ..
Alternative I provides the ldast equi~ of the three alternatives

I I II
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Affordable

An affordablesolution will be one that can be implemented and maintained within the
foreseeable resources of the Program and stakeholders.

Alternative I ~ The formulation of Alternative 1 may make it more di~cult to allocate
benefits; and therefore costs~ than the ~other alternatives; it is comprised primarily of the
four.common programs plus.storage.

~ * " May requirea larger proportion of public funding than the other
¯ ..>,. alternatives due ~ difficulty allocating benefits/costs. ¯

¯ ContinuOUS and identifiable revenue stream may be more difficult

¯ " Total cost is roughly 10% less expex~sive than Alt. 2 and 15% less
~.xpensiv.e thanAlt.. 3. However, the benefits to the resource

l                          II

¯.          Ow~dl sta~assessment: -     .-
.      Affordabilityis considered.to be fair.    ’" ’

............. . I            , l I l II                   l

Alternative 2 = The. formulation of.,Alternative 2 maymake it slightly.eas.i.’er to allocate "
benefits and costs than Alt. !.; water supply opportunities are somewhat better.      ..

¯ May require a larger proportion of public funding than Alt. 3 due to .
difficulty all0cating benefits/costs. ¯ ..,.

¯ As with Alt~ l,.continuous and identifiable revenue stream may be more
’ -- .. difficult to establish than Alt. 3. .....: .......

¯ Total cost is roughly 6% less expensive than Alt. 3. However, the benefits
to the resource.areas are generally considerably lower than Alt. 3.

II "1                                                 I

OveraU staffassessme~t:
.... "" -"’- . :. . Affordability.is considered ~o bo. fair.
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Alternative 2

" ¯ Operational flexibilityis somewhat improved over Alt. 1.
¯. ¯ Adds additional mechanisms (Hood fish screens, more flexibility in ~g

diversions, etc.) than Alt. I to the ERPP.              .
¯ May be more funding sources than Alt. 1.

Overall staff assessment:
Durabi.lity.is considered to be fair,

I

.... and has better overall operationa!..flexibility than the other alternatives.
........ . ’ ’ ..,:~,. ,,~:.¯.,~,~.. ,- ,.--.:..:--Removing the majorityof exports from the South D.elta adds substantially

t̄o. ecosystem improvement provided by the ERPP.

.........~ . ...." ,- . .vulnerable.t~p.o.tentiaI_changing hydrological and Other physical
.-., " - uncertainties (i,e. potentially higher sea le,~els, etc.).

¯ May have more funding sources than the other alternatives due to easier
allocation ofbenefit~ and costs.

.. .... ¯ Legal, operational provisions to ensure that objectives continue to be met
....... ’ ~ .~ ¯]nan.equitable way for the long-term shouldbe similar to the other

- alternatives but a level of distrust will be difficult to overcome; addressed
-<~ ¯ -... < ..... pfimafi. ’ly in the Implementable solution principle.¯

Overall ~taff assessment:
Durability is considered to be good,
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Alternative 3

¯ No broad.acceptance across all geographicareas and interest groups...
~* Not as simple to implement as compared .With the other alternatives. :
¯ Assurances may be more difficult to obtain than the other alternatives.

Overall staff assessment:.
Impl.ementability is considered to be fair.

..... No, Significant Redirected Impacts

_ ~ :._=..,..- A, SO!uti°n ~.’!1 ,n..,pt.~ol~¢pro.b,!ems in t..h~.B...~..,:De!ta~s!.~.~ by r~direc#.’ng significant
impacts, when,viewed inita entirety;, in the Bay-Delta or other regions, of California. ....... :-: ........

Ea-eh Aiterii~tive;; .... .,. ’ .........

" - " . Has been designed to minimiT~ negative long,term economic ".tmpacts
.......................... the r~gional level;7 < . .... < " ......... ’ .........

¯ . Co.mp~nsate for or. mitigate unaqoidabie negative impacts to the greatest
extent practicable, ,

Overall s,taff, assessment:       "
No Significant Redirected Impacts. is
considered to be goodfor each alternative,

Prellminar~ A~ra~ for ~lu~on ~1~

.... :..~.~ _,.".. ’~ . ",’ .
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